INTRODUCTION T H E DI V E RS E FO R MS of Hebrew literature composed in Eastern
Europe in the nineteenth century are of great linguistic significance for two chief reasons. First, they can shed important light on the nature and development of written Hebrew in the Ashkenazic diaspora. Second, they are the immediate forerunners of revernacularized Hebrew as it emerged in late-nineteenth and early twentieth-century Palestine, and as such they can offer an unparalleled insight into the early development of the modern (Israeli) form of the language. Despite their importance for our understanding of the diachronic evolution of Hebrew, the nineteenthcentury Eastern European forms of the language have traditionally suffered from scholarly neglect and until recently have not been subjected to detailed linguistic analysis, falling prey instead to generalizations.
1 This is particularly true of two major forms of narrative Hebrew composed in nineteenth-century Eastern Europe, maskilic literature and the hasidic tale.
Maskilic Hebrew fiction, which flourished in Eastern Europe (primarily in czarist Russia) in the second half of the nineteenth century, was the product of an ideological movement that prized the study of Hebrew grammar with an expressed preference for a purist style based on the ignorant, and ungrammatical, with the authors categorized as ignorant and poorly educated. 7 The maskilic author Joseph Perl's satirical epistolatory novels Megale temirin 8 and Boh . en tsadik, 9 which were composed in a style replete with intentional grammatical errors designed as a parody of the Hasidic Hebrew idiom, exemplify this perception. 10 A third significant type of nineteenth-century Eastern European Hebrew writing is nonhasidic Orthodox halakhic literature. This body of writing is the product of the same cultural and linguistic background as contemporaneous hasidic and maskilic narrative, but its authors were not affiliated with either of these two movements and as such were rooted in a different ideological perspective. The most well-known and widely read representative of nineteenth-century Eastern European halakhic writing is the Kitsur shulh . an 'arukh, or Kitsur, as it is commonly known. Compiled by Solomon Ganzfried, a Hungarian Orthodox rabbi, the Kitsur is a handbook of practical Ashkenazic halakhah first published in 1864. It contains detailed guidelines for everyday Jewish life and has been hugely influential among Ashkenazic Jewry; after its first publication it quickly became their most popular and authoritative legal guide, 11 was published in fourteen editions in Ganzfried's lifetime, and has been reissued in countless editions since then, remaining the essential compendium of Orthodox halakhah to this day. In contrast to the hasidic authors, whom the maskilim regarded as badly educated, Ganzfried had impressive traditional Jewish educational credentials and would have been extremely well versed in the canonical Hebrew sources: he was raised by a guardian considered to be one of the outstanding scholars of the period, served as the head of the bet din of his hometown of Ungvar, and was an extremely well-respected legal authority. 12 Ganzfried's seminal work is thus an ideal subject of linguistic examination alongside hasidic and maskilic narrative literature because it is arguably one of the most influential and familiar nonhasidic and nonmaskilic Hebrew texts from mid-nineteenth-century Eastern Europe. The fact that Ganzfried was neither hasidic nor maskilic means that his writing can be regarded as a sort of control text whose language can fruitfully be examined against that composed by adherents of these two ideologically, and allegedly linguistically, opposed movements. Hence, these three prominent yet understudied textual corpora can together serve to paint a relatively comprehensive and representative picture of Hebrew in nineteenth-century Eastern Europe. The maskilic characterization of Hasidic Hebrew as a grammatically flawed and corrupt form of the language having little in common with their own grammatically standardized and purist compositions has led to a widespread scholarly consensus that these two forms of nineteenthcentury Eastern European Hebrew are linguistically distinct due to the authors' different educational, ideological, and religio-cultural orientations. As such, the existence of nonstandard grammatical features in hasidic texts has been noted and dismissed as evidence of the authors' grammatical ignorance, whereas maskilic literature is not typically associated with such nonstandard elements. Ganzfried's Kitsur, which stands in isolation from the perceived hasidic/maskilic linguistic dichotomy, has not been the subject of this type of linguistic preconception and has never been singled out as grammatically flawed.
As such, it is perhaps startling to discover that linguistic analysis of these three corpora reveals the same nonstandard features attested in the hasidic tale to be extremely common elements of not only the Kitsur, which was never subjected to the accusations of grammatical inferiority leveled at hasidic narrative, but also of the writing of the very maskilic authors who condemned the hasidic tale for its corrupt language. However, when one considers that despite their very different ideological and religio-cultural orientations, the authors of each corpus are all the product of the same Eastern European Ashkenazic environment and basic education, and that all have Yiddish as their native vernacular (as well as that Maskilic and Hasidic Hebrew have been shown to resemble each other closely in other aspects of morphology and syntax 13 ), the fact that they all employ the same nonstandard elements in their writing is perhaps less surprising. Indeed, the relatively systematic employment of these nonstandard features in all three corpora suggests that, rather than being haphazard mistakes deriving from hasidic grammatical ignorance, they are actually elements of a shared Ashkenazic linguistic heritage. This proposal is reinforced by the existence of many similar features in medieval and early modern responsa literature from Central and Eastern Europe, suggesting that such an Ashkenazic form of Hebrew may be a much more widespread variety stretching back many centuries prior to the time of Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic counterparts.
This essay thus aims to provide the first analysis of the nonstandard grammatical features attested in the Kitsur, the hasidic tale, and maskilic fiction and to situate them within the context of a shared Ashkenazic form of Hebrew.
14 The features to be examined consist of prepositions in conjunction with the definite article; nonstandard noun gender; definite construct nouns; doubly definite construct chains; split construct chains; avoidance of the dual form with time words and numbers; superlative adjective constructions with rtwy yoter; and masculine numerals in conjunction with feminine nouns. I will present and analyze each of these phenomena in turn with examples drawn from Ganzfried's Kitsur; a representative corpus of thirty-seven Hasidic Hebrew tale collections published between 1864 and 1914; and a representative corpus of twentyone Maskilic Hebrew short stories, novels, and plays published between 1857 and 1878.
In the body of the essay each phenomenon is illustrated with one example from the Kitsur, hasidic tale, and maskilic literature in turn; further examples from each of the three corpora are provided for reference in an appendix at the end of the essay. In order to lend a sense of proportion, slightly fewer examples are provided in the appendix for constructions that are less ubiquitous than others. The phenomena will be analyzed in light of the possible sources that contributed to their development. These consist of influence from the authors' native Yiddish on the one hand, and of earlier Hebrew (Ashkenazic and non-Ashkenazic) literary models on the other. While it can sometimes be difficult to ascertain the precise role played by an older non-Ashkenazic Hebrew literary source in the development of a given nineteenth-century Eastern European Hebrew phenomenon, the existence of an identical feature in a well-known medieval or early modern text such as the biblical commentaries of Abarbanel or Alshekh is worth noting because Ganzfried and the hasidic and 14. Due to space limitations, the selection of nonstandard features examined in this essay, while representative and relatively comprehensive, is not exhaustive. See Kahn, "Grammatical Similarities," for discussion of several other nonstandard features in Hasidic and Maskilic Hebrew. maskilic authors would all have been intimately familiar with these writings and are thus likely to have drawn on them (probably subconsciously) in their own Hebrew compositions.
PREPOSITIONS IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE DEFINITE ARTICLE
The first nonstandard feature to be examined here concerns the Eastern European Hebrew authors' treatment of the definite article when appearing in conjunction with one of the inseparable prepositions -b (b-"in, at, by, with"), -l (l-"to, for"), and -k (k-"as, like"). In biblical Hebrew the definite article is regularly elided when prefixed by one of these prepositions, e.g., vÌ yai h; (ha-'ish "the man" [Gen 24.22]) vs. vyal; (la-'ish "to the man" [Gen 43.6]); exceptions to this convention are relatively marginal and generally restricted to books considered to be late. 15 Elision of the definite article following an inseparable preposition is likewise standard in Mishnaic Hebrew and subsequent forms of the language. By contrast, in Ganzfried's Kitsur, the hasidic tale, and maskilic literature, the definite article is typically retained following inseparable prepositions. This trend, which has relatively few exceptions in all three corpora, is striking in its divergence from the canonical norm. The fact that the maskilic authors employ the construction so regularly despite their expressed preference for classical norms is particularly noteworthy, suggesting that, despite any conscious attempts to differentiate their own written language from that of their more traditional contemporaries, this convention was so familiar to them that they employed it instinctively without recognizing its nonstandard nature.
The The fact that the authors of all three corpora quite consistently adhere to this convention, which is so at odds with the standard attested in the classical Hebrew texts, suggests that they were all drawing on a shared model. This possibility is supported by the fact that the same phenomenon is a characteristic feature of medieval and early modern Ashkenazic responsa literature, 19 hinting at an unbroken chain of largely undocumented Ashkenazic Hebrew that can perhaps be traced back to the medieval period. Moreover, although these earlier written Hebrew sources are likely to have been the authors' primary influence, their impact may have been compounded by the fact that in the authors' Yiddish vernacular the definite article is a separate word rather than a prefix and as such is not elided when appearing in conjunction with a preposition.
NONSTANDARD NOUN GENDER

Masculine singular nouns
Another prominent area in which the three corpora exhibit marked differences from the canonical forms of Hebrew concerns the grammatical gender of nouns. The standard biblical and postbiblical convention is that masculine singular nouns end in any consonant except tav, and in any vowel except kamets he. Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic contemporaries employ a system that differs from this in several regards.
Nouns ending in tav
The first difference is that the authors commonly treat nouns ending in any consonant, including tav, as masculine; this contrasts with other forms of the language, in which nouns ending in tav are typically feminine. The phenomenon is more commonly attested in the Kitsur and hasidic tale than in maskilic fiction. This difference is most likely a product of the maskilic drive toward standardization based on canonical norms. However, the fact that despite their expressed aims they some- times deviate from these norms and treat nouns ending in tav as masculine, just as their nonmaskilic counterparts do, indicates that they were heirs to the same Eastern European Hebrew grammatical tradition more widely exhibited in the Kitsur and hasidic tales. That is to say, because the authors were so steeped in these noncanonical structures they sometimes failed to recognize them as such, despite their conscious attempts to adhere to the biblical standard in their writing.
20
This phenomenon is illustrated in the following three examples from the Kitsur, Hasidic Hebrew, and Maskilic Hebrew in turn. Further examples can be found in section 2.1.1 of the appendix.
Kitsur:
qzj tjdq kadah . at h . azak "a high fever"; 21 cf. standard equivalent hqzj tjdq kadah . at h . azakah Hasidic: lwdg twdja ah . dut gadol "great unity"; 22 cf. standard equivalent hlwdg twdja ah . dut gedolah Maskilic:˜wçarh twah ha-'ot ha-rishon "the first letter"; 23 
cf. standard equivalent hnwçarh twah ha-'ot ha-rishonah
The association of word-final tav with masculine gender is not unique to the three corpora under examination here but rather features more widely in medieval and early modern Ashkenazic Hebrew responsa literature 24 as well as in Arabic-influenced medieval Spanish Hebrew. 25 As in the case of the definite article in conjunction with inseparable prepositions, the most direct literary source of the phenomenon attested in the Kitsur, hasidic tale, and maskilic literature is most likely the earlier Ashkenazic responsa, as they stem from the same geographical and cultural milieu. However, the responsa authors may themselves have been influenced by the existence of the same practice in earlier Spanish Hebrew. Again as in 20 . This tendency can be equated with another phenomenon widely exhibited in Maskilic Hebrew prose fiction whereby the authors often employed rabbinic structures and vocabulary because of their subconscious familiarity with this form of the language, despite an expressed desire to eschew it in favor of the biblical model. the case of the definite article, the impact of these earlier Hebrew literary corpora is likely to have been compounded by the fact that in the nineteenth-century authors' native Yiddish tav is not a feminine marker.
26
A parallel phenomenon is attested in the Hebrew compositions of JudeoSpanish speakers from the Ottoman Empire and North Africa in the early modern and modern periods, due to similar influence from the phonologically based noun gender rules of the authors' vernacular. 27 This correspondence points to a more widespread tendency for diaspora Hebrew grammar to be shaped by the authors' spoken language.
Endingless nouns
The Eastern European Hebrew authors' tendency to treat nouns not ending in kamets he as masculine extends to their approach to nouns that are feminine in the canonical forms of Hebrew despite lacking a traditional feminine ending (e.g., μ[p pa'am "occasion, time"; dy yad "hand"; ry[ 'ir "city"). In Maskilic Hebrew this phenomenon, like that of masculine nouns ending in tav, is somewhat more restricted. Again, this is most likely due to the authors' conscious desire to adhere to canonical grammatical norms. However, it is still occasionally attested, typically with the noun μ[p pa'am, as in the maskilic example shown below. This indicates that, as above, the authors often failed to recognize this collocation as a noncanonical form.
The following examples illustrate the treatment of this type of noun in each of the three corpora in turn. See section 2.1.2 of the appendix for further examples. 33 with which the nineteenth-century Hebrew authors are likely to have been familiar to some extent. However, the degree of such influence is difficult to establish with certainty because it is much less direct than that of the vernacular. With respect to the particular proclivity in maskilic literature to treat precisely μ[p pa'am as masculine, this noun is commonly regarded as masculine in well-known medieval Hebrew texts such as the commentaries of Rashi and Ibn Ezra, as well as occasionally in the Talmud and midrashim; this suggests that in the present case the maskilic authors, despite a commonly expressed desire to emulate biblical standards, were more strongly influenced by these later sources.
Kitsur:˜wçarh μ[pb be-/ba-pa'am ha-rishon
Feminine singular nouns
Just as the authors under consideration tend to treat all nouns ending in a consonant as masculine, so they have a proclivity to treat all nouns ending in the sound /ə/ as feminine. The sound /ə/ can be represented in various ways in Hebrew orthography, the most common of which is kamets he. Given that kamets he is the most widespread feminine noun marker in Biblical Hebrew 34 as well as in subsequent forms of the language, there is a large degree of overlap between the Eastern European corpora and their historical predecessors. However, in some cases the Eastern European convention diverges from the canonical standard. One of the most prominent examples of this is the noun hlyl (laylah "night"), which ends in kamets he but is treated as masculine in standard forms of Hebrew; conversely, it is commonly regarded as feminine in the nineteenth-century corpora (as in the first example below). The phenomenon extends to nouns ending in segol he, 'ayin, and vocalic yod, all of which would have been pronounced as /ə/ in the popular Ashkenazic Hebrew phonology shared by Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic counterparts. 35 In most cases this clashes with the canonical norms, in which such nouns are regarded as masculine. Interestingly, in contrast to 31 the masculine nouns ending in tav and endingless traditionally feminine nouns discussed above, the maskilic authors treat canonically masculine nouns ending in /ə/ as feminine at a similar rate to Ganzfried and the hasidic authors. This suggests that their intimate familiarity with the Eastern European Hebrew model made it difficult for them to recognize the feminine treatment of such nouns as being at odds with the classical model.
The following examples illustrate this phenomenon in each of the three corpora. See section 2.2 of the appendix for further examples.
Kitsur:
hnwçarh hlylb be/ba-laylah ha-rishonah "on the first night"; 36 cf. standard equivalent˜wçarh hlylb ba-laylah ha-rishon Hasidic: hlwdg htçm mishteh gedolah "a big banquet"; 37 cf. standard equivalent lwdg htçm mishteh gadol Maskilic: hlwdgh w[bwkw ve-khova'o ha-gedolah "and his big hat"; 38 
cf. standard equivalent lwdgh w[bwkw ve-khova'o ha-gadol
The Eastern European authors' treatment of these nouns as feminine is most likely rooted in influence from their native Yiddish, in which wordfinal /ə/ is the chief morphological feminine marker in nouns 39 ; in contrast to some of the other nominal patterns discussed above, it seems to lack direct precedent in medieval or early modern Hebrew literature. However, a parallel phenomenon has been observed in the Hebrew compositions of Judeo-Spanish speakers whereby canonically masculine nouns ending in the sound /a/, such as arwm (mora' "fear"), are treated as feminine because /a/ is the chief morphological marker of feminine gender in Judeo-Spanish. 40 As in the case of masculine nouns ending in tav, this similarity points to a wider trend whereby diaspora Hebrew morphosyntax has been shaped by its authors' vernacular.
Masculine plural nouns
The Kitsur, hasidic tale, and maskilic fiction exhibit similar differences from the canonical standard with respect to the gender of plural nouns. In both biblical and later forms of the language, the ending μy--im typically serves as a masculine plural marker. However, there are many exceptions to this trend in the canonical strata whereby the suffix may be attached to a feminine noun; these may be the plurals of endingless feminine singular nouns (e.g., μym[p pe'amim "times, occasions" and μynba avanim "stones"), derived from the endingless feminine singular forms μ[p pa'am; and˜ba even respectively), or nouns whose singular forms have a typically feminine ending (e.g., μyçn nashim "women"; and μynç shanim "years," derived from the feminine singular forms hça isha "woman" and hnç shanah "year"). Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic contemporaries deviate from this precedent in that they tend to treat all plural nouns ending in μy--im as masculine, even if they are feminine in other forms of the language. This is illustrated in the following examples. Significantly, this includes not only endingless feminine nouns whose singular forms they treat as masculine (such as μynba avanim "stones," from ba even "stone") but also nouns whose singular form they themselves regard as feminine, such as μyçn nashim "women" and μynç shanim "years," as in the following examples from the Kitsur and hasidic tale respectively.
Kitsur:
twrn which may have informed the Ashkenazic phenomenon. This literary precedent is likely to have been compounded by a synchronic predilection on the part of Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic counterparts for regularization of noun gender based on attraction, that is, phonological suffix concord between nouns and their associated adjectives. As in the case of masculine nouns ending in tav and feminine nouns ending in /ə/ discussed above, the same phenomenon is sometimes attested in the Hebrew writing of Ottoman and North African Judeo-Spanish speakers, 49 suggesting that attraction-based noun-adjective suffix concord may have been a significant force in diaspora Hebrew morphosyntax more widely.
Feminine plural nouns
Just as the Eastern European Hebrew authors have a proclivity for treating any plural noun ending in μy--im as masculine, so they tend to regard any plural noun ending in tw--ot as feminine. In other historical forms of Hebrew, tw--ot likewise typically serves as a plural feminine marker but is not infrequently attached to masculine nouns (e.g., twmwqm mekomot "places" and twdws sodot "secrets," derived from the masculine μwqm makom "place" and dws sod "secret" respectively). Thus, the Eastern European Hebrew usage often differs from that found in the canonical strata in that it tends to treat such nouns as feminine, despite the fact that it regards the singular forms of the same nouns as masculine. 46 56 As in the case of the plural nouns ending in μy--im, the nineteenth-century phenomenon is likely to be a direct product of this more widespread Ashkenazic Hebrew practice, which may itself derive from the medieval Spanish Hebrew phenomenon. 57 This literary legacy was probably reinforced by the fact that Ganzfried and the hasidic and maskilic authors would have pronounced the suffix -tw -ot as /əs/, which corresponds in pronunciation to the most common Yiddish feminine plural marker. 58 Additionally, as in the case of some of the nonstandard singular nouns and the plural nouns ending in μy--im, similar constructions are attested in the Hebrew writing of Ottoman and North African Judeo-Spanish speakers, 59 which again points to a wider inclination toward attraction-based gender concord in diaspora Hebrew.
DEFINITE CONSTRUCT NOUNS
Another prominent area in which the Kitsur, hasidic tale, and maskilic literature diverge from the canonical norms concerns the treatment of definite construct chains. The standard method of making construct chains definite in Biblical Hebrew is to prefix the definite article to the absolute noun, while leaving the construct noun unprefixed 60 (e.g., the indefinite hÌ m; j; l] mi yv ¶ n ]aae anshe milh . ama "men of war" [2 Chr 8.9] vs. its definite counterpart hÌ m; j; l] Mi hae yv ¶ n ]aae anshe ha-milh . ama "the men of war" [Num 31.28]), and this convention has remained standard in later forms of the language. Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic contemporaries sometimes follow this canonical precedent, but in many cases they deviate from the standard by placing the definite article on the construct noun instead of the absolute one. As in the cases discussed above, the fact that maskilic authors frequently employ this construction suggests that their subconscious familiarity with the Ashkenazic Hebrew linguistic model was so dominant that it made it difficult for them to identify this feature as nonstandard, despite any conscious purist tendencies which they may have had.
The following examples illustrate this phenomenon. See section 3 of the appendix for further examples from each corpus. the nineteenth-century corpora is doubtless traceable in some measure to this earlier literary precedent. However, any such influence is most likely compounded by synchronic impact from the authors' native Yiddish. A large number of Hebrew construct chains, including many of those shown in the examples above, exist independently in Yiddish as compound nouns, and in that language such nouns are made definite by placing the definite article before the first noun in the construction, as in μymç-taryy sa; d dos yires shomayim "the fear of heaven," çdwq-˜wra r[d der orn koydesh "the ark." The fact that Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic counterparts replicate the Yiddish construction suggests that they (most likely subconsciously) perceived these construct chains as single compound nouns, as in their vernacular. This is supported by cases such as that shown in the example from the Kitsur above, in which a threemember construct chain is made definite by prefixing the definite article to the second member, which is itself the first word in a construct chain existing independently in Yiddish as a compound noun. Note that, as in the case of certain nonstandard noun gender patterns discussed above, the same phenomenon is attested in the Hebrew compositions of JudeoSpanish speakers, 65 indicating another parallel development informed by constructions in the authors' vernacular.
Kitsur
DOUBLY DEFINITE CONSTRUCT CHAINS
There is a variation of this phenomenon attested in all three corpora whereby the construct chain is made definite by prefixing the definite article to both the absolute and construct nouns. This type of construction is somewhat less commonly attested in Maskilic Hebrew than in the Kitsur and the hasidic tale. However, the fact that it does nevertheless sometimes appear suggests that, as in the case of the nonstandard noun gender discussed above, the maskilic authors consciously intended to avoid the construction, which they perhaps recognized as clashing with the canonical norm, but their ingrained familiarity with this Ashkenazic Hebrew convention resulted in their occasional, most likely unintentional, use of it. Interestingly, they seem to have been more aware of the nonstandard nature of this construction than of the variant discussed above whereby only the construct noun takes the definite article.
The following examples illustrate this phenomenon. See section 4 of the appendix for further examples from all three corpora. 65 . Bunis, "Whole Hebrew," 59*.
Kitsur:
twrbqh tybh ha-bet ha-kevarot "the cemetery"; 66 cf. standard equivalent twrbqh tyb bet ha-kevarot Hasidic: tybh l[bh ha-ba'al ha-bayit "the owner"; 67 cf. standard equivalent tybh l[b ba'al ha-bayit Maskilic: abxh rçh ha-sar ha-tsava "the army commander"; 68 cf. standard equivalent abxh rç sar ha-tsava Like most of the nonstandard features discussed above, this practice is attested in medieval and early modern responsa literature 69 as well as in Rashi's eleventh-century biblical commentaries, 70 suggesting that it is another component of a more extensive Ashkenazic form of Hebrew. Synchronically, it is also attested in the nineteenth-century Ashkenazic writings of Jerusalem community leader Yosef Rivlin, 71 which again hints at a much broader shared system at odds with the canonical norms. As in several of the cases discussed above, any literary precedent has almost certainly been reinforced by synchronic influence from the authors' native Yiddish: many of the construct chains in question are employed independently in Yiddish as compound nouns in which the Hebrew definite article constitutes a meaningless lexicalized component, e.g., tybh l[b balebos "owner, landlord," twrbqh tyb beysakvores "cemetery," and the Yiddish definite article is placed at the beginning of the compound to make it definite, e.g., tybh l[b r[d der balebos "the owner, landlord," twrbqh tyb sa; d\r[d der/dos beysakvores "the cemetery." This suggestion is supported by the fact that the Eastern European Hebrew authors under discussion sometimes employ this type of construct chain with a lexicalized definite article in an indefinite context, as it would be used in their vernacular; this is illustrated in the following Maskilic Hebrew example:
Maskilic:˜wmhw çdj twrbqh tybw˜çy twrbqh tyb ,hmj hwqmw hrq hwqm μg çy "μynynm" yesh gam mikva kara u-mikva h . ama, bet ha-kevarot yashan u-vet ha-kevarot h . adash ve-hamon "minyanim" "there is also a cold mikvah and a hot mikvah, an old cemetery and a new ceme- tery, and many 'minyans' "; 72 cf. standard equivalent çy "μynynm"˜wmhw çdj twrbq tybw˜çy twrbq tyb ,tmj hwqmw hrq hwqm μg yesh gam mikva kara u-mikva h . ama, bet kevarot yashan u-vet kevarot h . adash ve-hamon "minyanim"
SPLIT CONSTRUCT CHAINS
The nonstandard treatment of the construct chain exhibited in the three Eastern European corpora extends beyond their approach to definiteness. The standard Biblical and post-Biblical Hebrew convention is that two construct nouns cannot be linked by the conjunction waw; instead, one of them is placed after the subsequent absolute noun, which is prefixed by waw and bears a possessive pronominal suffix.
73 While Ganzfried and the hasidic and maskilic authors sometimes follow this tradition, they also have a tendency to deviate from it by inserting the conjunction waw between two or more construct nouns. The maskilic authors employ this nonstandard construction as frequently as Ganzfried and the hasidic authors, suggesting that they did not consciously regard it as grammatically flawed.
The following examples illustrate split construct chains in the Kitsur, hasidic tale, and maskilic literature respectively. See section 5 of the appendix for further examples from each corpus.
Kitsur:
μyrwmzmh ypwsw yçarw ve-rashe ve-sofe ha-mizmorim "the first and last of the psalms"; 74 cf. standard equivalent μyrwmzmh yçarw μhypwsw ve-rashe ha-mizmorim ve-sofehem Hasidic: ry[h ybwçjw ylwdg gedole va-h . ashuve ha-'ir "the big and important men of the town"; 75 cf. standard equivalent ry[h ylwdg hybwçjw gedole ha-'ir va-h . ashuveha Although this type of construction is occasionally attested in the Hebrew Bible, it is a very marginal phenomenon 77 and as such is unlikely to have exerted any meaningful influence on Ashkenazic Hebrew. Likewise, though it is attested in certain medieval Karaite piyyutim, 78 this literature most probably did not exert enough impact on Eastern European Hebrew literature to have shaped the phenomenon in the latter. A more likely source of influence is Moses Alshekh's seventeenth-century commentary to Psalms 87, a text with which Ganzfried as well as the hasidic and maskilic authors would have been familiar, and which contains a split construct chain, ≈rah tbyjw tçwdq kedushat ve-h . ibat ha'arets "the holiness and love of the land." However, any such influence is likely to have been a minor factor in comparison with the existence of a similar construction in the authors' Yiddish vernacular, in which the construct chain is not a feature and which instead frequently expresses nominal possession by means of the preposition˜wpÉ fun "of" placed before the possessor, 79 with multiple possessums commonly linked by the conjunction˜wa un "and." As in many of the cases discussed above, this highlights the important role that Yiddish played in the formation of Eastern European Hebrew morphosyntax.
AVOIDANCE OF THE DUAL WITH TIME WORDS AND NUMERALS
The Eastern European corpora under examination differ from the canonical forms of Hebrew with respect to their treatment of the dual form. In Biblical Hebrew, as well as subsequent forms of the language, a restricted collection of nouns (denoting time words, certain numerals, and paired body parts) commonly appears with a dual suffix, μ(y)y--ayim, in order to indicate a precise quantity of two, 80 as in μ(y)yt[ç sha'atayim "two hours"; μ(y)y[wbç shevu'ayim "two weeks"; μ(y)yçd(w)j h . odshayim "two months"; μ(y)ytnç shenatayim "two years"; μ(y)ytam matayim "two hundred"; μydy yadayim "hands." In the Kitsur as well as in hasidic and maskilic literature this dual form is almost completely avoided in the case of time words and numerals. Instead, the authors typically designate the concepts "two This practice is most likely due to influence from the authors' native Yiddish, in which there is no dual form, only a singular and plural. Therefore, when searching for a way to denote the concept of "two" temporal nouns or numerals, the plural form of such nouns would immediately have come to the authors' minds, as it is likely that they were subconsciously translating the concepts directly from Yiddish plural phrases, e.g. g[f yywwx tsvey teg "two days";˜ka; ww yywwx tsvey vokhn "two weeks." Note that in the case of paired body parts the authors do employ the dual forms, most likely because the corresponding plural forms are rare or have a different meaning; as such, the dual forms would have been the most familiar to them.
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Although this phenomenon has not been documented in the grammatical studies of earlier Central and Eastern European Hebrew texts such as responsa literature, it is possible that, like many of the other constructions discussed above, it is likewise a feature of these older works and as such comprises an element of a broader Ashkenazic Hebrew.
SUPERLATIVE ADJECTIVE CONSTRUCTIONS WITH rtwy YOTER
The Kitsur, hasidic tales, and maskilic fiction all exhibit the same noteworthy way of conveying superlative adjective constructions, namely, by means of the adverb rtwy yoter followed by an adjective prefixed by the definite article. This construction lacks clear precedent in Biblical or Rabbinic Hebrew: the former has no specific superlative marker, instead conveying the superlative sense by means of a range of syntactic methods including prefixing the positive adjective with the definite article, putting 81. Ganzfried contrast to many of the topics discussed above, Yiddish does not appear to have played a role in the development of this phenomenon: superlatives in that language are formed by means of a suffix and are syntactically very different from the Hebrew construction under examination. Note that this way of constructing superlatives survived into the early twentieth century in revernacularized Hebrew in Palestine. 93 
MASCULINE NUMERALS IN CONJUNCTION WITH FEMININE NOUNS
The final nonstandard Eastern European Hebrew feature to be examined here is the use of masculine numerals in conjunction with feminine nouns. In the canonical forms of Hebrew masculine numerals (dja eh . ad "one"; μynç shenayim "two"; hç(w)lç shelosha, and subsequent numerals ending in a kamets he sufix) are employed in conjunction with masculine nouns, while their feminine variants (tja ah . at "one"; μytç shtayim "two"; ç(w)lç shalosh "three," and subsequent numerals without the kamets he suffix) are used in conjunction with feminine nouns. While Ganzfried and his hasidic and maskilic contemporaries sometimes follow this precedent, in many cases they use the masculine numerals to modify not only masculine nouns but also feminine ones.
The following examples illustrate this phenomenon in the Kitsur, hasidic tale, and maskilic fiction respectively. See section 8 of the appendix for further examples from each corpus. the biblical period, 97 but the Mishnaic Hebrew phenomenon does not closely resemble the Eastern European one, in which there is a marked preference to employ the masculine numerals with feminine nouns as well as masculine ones. As in the case of the nonstandard noun gender discussed above, this phenomenon may be rooted in phonological considerations: since the masculine numerals end in kamets he, the authors may have subconsciously associated them with feminine gender. Similarly, the fact that the masculine construct numerals end in t--t may have collocated naturally in the authors' minds with the feminine plural ending tw--ot due to the phonological resemblance between the two. This tendency to employ masculine numerals in conjunction with both masculine and feminine nouns suggests that the numeral system in nineteenth-and early twentieth-century Eastern European Hebrew was undergoing a process of simplification whereby the feminine variants were being abandoned in favor of their masculine counterparts. This drive toward streamlining of numeral gender is likely to have been informed at least partially by the fact that the authors' Yiddish vernacular has only one set of numerals, which is used to modify nouns of any gender. 98 Similar patterns have been noted in Joseph Rivlin's nineteenth-century Ashkenazic Hebrew writings from Jerusalem, 99 which, like many of the other nonstandard grammatical features discussed above, points to a broader Ashkenazic Hebrew phenomenon.
Kitsur
CONCLUSION
This essay has highlighted a range of distinct grammatical features that are typically regarded as nonstandard with respect to both biblical and postbiblical forms of Hebrew but which are widely attested in three major varieties of nineteenth-century Eastern European Hebrew as exemplified by Solomon Ganzfried's Kitsur shulh . an 'arukh, the Hasidic Hebrew hagiographic tale, and Maskilic Hebrew literary fiction. The fact that the same nonstandard features are attested in these three very distinct literary corpora composed by authors operating within widely diverging religious, literary, and ideological milieus suggests that their shared geographical and cultural origin as Yiddish-speaking Eastern European Jews with a traditional Ashkenazic education may have had a greater bearing on their Hebrew composition than their different perspectives would suggest. Perhaps the most striking evidence for this is the fact that the maskilic authors employ most of these nonstandard features in equal measure with their hasidic counterparts and Ganzfried, despite widespread attempts to follow a normative standard in their language; only in rare cases (such as singular nouns ending in tav and doubly definite construct chains), do they seem to employ the nonstandard forms less frequently than Ganzfried and the hasidic authors, but even in these cases they do occasionally make use of them. These tendencies indicate that Eastern European Hebrew was a firmly ingrained component of their writing and suggests that they were often unable to identify nonstandard features despite their consciously expressed disdain for them. The similarities between these three corpora may point to a widespread cohesive variety of Hebrew that developed in Central and Eastern Europe. This is supported by the fact that in many cases (as with the definite article in conjunction with inseparable prepositions, some of the nonstandard noun gender patterns, definite construct nouns, and doubly definite construct chains) the same phenomena have been observed in medieval and early modern Ashkenazic responsa literature. This precedent points to the existence of a much more widespread Ashkenazic form of Hebrew dating back to the medieval period. Further investigation is required to establish the parameters and precise nature of this broader Ashkenazic variety of the language. Finally, occasional parallels with other partially documented forms of Hebrew, such as certain medieval Spanish varieties, and the writings of Ottoman and North African Judeo-Spanish speakers, suggest that some of these so-called nonstandard features may actually constitute much more widespread tendencies common to distinct varieties of Hebrew literature produced in diverse diaspora locations.
APPENDIX
This appendix contains further examples from the Kitsur, Hasidic Hebrew tale, and Maskilic Hebrew prose fiction of each morphosyntactic phenomenon discussed in the article.
PREPOSITIONS IN CONJUNCTION
WITH THE DEFINITE ARTICLE Kitsur 1. hxqhb be-ha-katseh "at the edge"; 100 cf. standard equivalent hxqb ba-katseh 2. swshl μg gam le-ha-sus "to the horse as well"; 101 cf. standard equivalent swsl μg gam la-sus 3. ylkhb hljt çmtçn μa im nishtamesh teh . ilah be-ha-keli "if he first used the
